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An appeal has &en tiled a" beha]tof the properly owner " ith he Slate Board of

&uaIizaIion. The undersigned adn,inistrative *j UtiLe cojidLicled a beating iii this mailer

Febnjar 25. 2316 in Kiu,viIIe, I eIncs’cL. The iaxpa’ers wele rclretplleLI by Inc Smith,

The ase.’sor ol property NI ke Morton. represented himself and was .i s* i sted I skI II

appraiser Barry Mathes.

FINDINGS OF FACTANDIr<CI.I;SIONSOF LAW

SubEci iropenv consists clan wiimprlvcl 22..S acre tract located on Lamar

Alexander Parkway in Iaryvi!Ie, lellIlessec. Subject juivel wus originally pat oN larger

tract owned h H..1 and Maude E. Ross. Followinir their deaths. he hein began

liquidating the land. On ia.- 15- 2003. S .62 acres- eie sold. On o’ en iber 13 203

another IS" ICEL:S %cre nld. On February IS, 20115. lw acre’ ii ISSLJC erc ‘old.

The thresliod iue before the administrative judge c:t’rlcertlN jurisdici oFt. This issue.

arises front the lict thai tile disputcd 2005 appraised flue cva no’ appealed to the Blount

Cc,unrc Board of Equalization.

I lie IzlSl Ivers’ lCPICNeJlhllisC Cisentllhll- iestticd that lie appeal iiide to tim

Blount County Hoard of Equalization for Iwo reasons. First although the assessment

chanoc notice cas received the heir handling the taxes did not realize that the S5.5.2O0

appraisal c ol lt I uted the market vu Inc for rollback purp cs. Ac CL nl i n Mr. Smith. it

was not until tile rollback tax notice was received thai the i;l.XI,avc:r realized tIle> ere

being taxes on the disputed appraisal. Second, the taxpayer’s representative stated that he

contacted the realtor to fonvaiti the assessment eliarme notice to the buyer. but Wa> told lint

it would Ill Im rlc,cesslr’ -



The assessor maintained that this appeal should be di,iuissetL Ilic assessor argued

that the iaxpavL’r recei’cd proper notice and iile&I lo IlIrcal 1t the l3lount County Board ol

I qualization. Moreover. Mr. Mathes rioted that rollback taxes were previous] v asessed and

paid in conjunction with the May I . 2U13 sale of ..62 acres. ThLJ the taxpayers were

familiar niih the entire rollback tax procedure before the most recent sale even occurred.

[he ;,dni iii strative judge lads hit Tennessee I iw requires a ta p1 yer to appeal

issesstfleilt to he County Board oflqualirition prior IL ‘appealing I. the State Boaji ol

EqualizatiolL 1enn. ode Ann. § 67-5-1401 & 67-5-1412h. A direct appeal 10 the State

Board is permitted only if the asscnr des not third noti ft the t:ixpaver of a cli:Inge ol

assessment prior to the meeting [the ounty Board. cri’i. Cole Ann. § ,7-5-5lIS]a

& 67-5-993c. Nevertheless lie legil;iture has also provided that:

The taxpayer shall have &ht to a hearing and detennination to
show re:onahle cause for the taxpaer tai lua to file an appea’
as provided in this scetjtfl iii!. upon dci,,’tlratiiiu such
reasonable CJLI’C. tile [state hoard shall accept .sucli appeal fn,i,i
the taxpayer up to March I ofthe %ear subsequent to he ear in
which the assessment was made.

Ten n, otle Anji. § 67-5- 412e The Assessrn nun I Appeals Coimnissi in iflterpretiim

IL’S section’. has held thai:

The deadlines and reürcinent for appeal are clearl sen out in
tile law, and owners of property are charged with kno ledge of
them, It was not the ‘item of lie reasonable cause’ provisions

i ye these requircrtient 5 cept where the failure tin ,lleet
them is due to illness or other circurnna’’ces beyond the
t,ExlYLcrs control

ASSOCJaIC I I-e line cuniractu - b i I J jams on Co u ] It v I a . tZ Er 1992, Assessment

Appeals Commission Ann. I I, I Q94.y a/so Jo/in Oroycix, ‘heaiham County, Tax cr

NI sse’siliiil ApaIs oIitIilnss’orm Dcc, l93. [has. Icir IlL St:,re i3iorJ Lit

Equalization lo have jurisdiction iii th appeal the taxpayer nest ‘how that eircum’iances

beyond its control prevented it from appealing to the Blount County Board of Fqualization.

Respectfully, the admjnistran ‘e judge finds the ta xpa yep failed to estahl sb hat a

LII’eI’Jni’Iiiicc heo,id their control as tIre reason br their thilure to 0 the l3lourtl

CULL ntv Board al iPstp lization. The adinin I stral I ye iodize jinds that ignorance of the law ‘as

never becil found to constitute reasonable cause under lenn. ode Ann. 67-5-Ill 2i C.

Moreover. the adti ii nis rat e t’dge finds the taxpa ens - lurpofled glirirance pUZ7lilItz giver,

the sniiooih handling ilthc ix Ilback taxes JCViLL! alie’ tIne N-lay I 2001 ‘ale. I’he

adnoinistrativejudge finds the realtor’s representation that the buyers did lot iced lie

assessment change notice irrelevant to the issue of reasonable cause.



Based upon the foregoing, the adrninistrati c judge finds that the taxpaveN failed

establish i-e;IMilahle cause and liLs appeal nios, be djrnissed for lack oijuristliciin.

Aecoi-dingi v, the administrative-i utIe finds it un rie c-s.iry to addre. the issue or vajuc.

ORDER

It is therefore ORDNRLD that this appeal be dismissed for lack of jurisdiction and

the following v’ uc and ise.sinenl remain iii ci *i c br a N Year

I AND VAIIF lNwlwvIH_:NTVA[L’!. 1 YIA[ VALUE ASS’ SSIlINT

MKl. S35S2I{; S -0 S33520u S -

USE S 22tiD S-li- 22.Ion 55.611

It 1:1 RIHER ORDI REt fiat ally applicable hearing cit be asSOsseLl pursuailt ID

Ten]] tuLle .-nn. § 6-5-l 301d and State Hoard ofEqualizatiur] Rule tI{,00-

Pursuant to the t,niIonlJ Administrative Procedures Act, Tenn. Code :mi. § 4-3-

31 I 2 . Jeun. Code Ann- 67-3- I .lI I. md the Rules of aol eted Case F rocedure of he

Slaic Board tifTLclLalil.alion. the panics arc advised Ithe foIIowiii reniedies:

- A parts ma’ appeal this decision and order to the Asscsnent .-ppeab

Commission pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann- 67-5-ISHI and Rule 600-I-.12

of rIm n],re.sred Ca5e I’roceltirc iii the Slate B’iiil if Fqtalization.

Tenncscc Code Annotated 67-5- 151 Dc provides that an appeal m .iI. be

filed within thirty 30 dan from the date. the initial decision is sent.’

Rule OgO-I-. 12 uI the Contested Case Procedure’ of the State Board of

hqualiz;iiii]1 provides thai the appe& he tiled with the I .xendive Sereiarv ni

the. S a Ic Board and him lie appeal Identify lie allegedly erronleoth

findings of fact audior conclusions oflaw in the initial order; or

I A party ma pa ition or rcco]Lsideration of this dcci’ in]] and order pursuant IC

Tejiri, ode An,, 4--3l7 within tUice,, IS days of the entry ol lie order.

The petition for reconsidention c]]LJ’ slate the specific urow]d.s upon chich

chef i. rjucstcd. ilic fihiiiu of a petition for reconsideration is not a

prc]equisIic or seekini adni]nsrna]c orjudieial re ie’v; or

A p]ry may petikin br stay of ct eetPve]]es this decision and oider

pursuant no Terni. Code Ann. 4-3-31 h with ii seven 7 days of the entry of’

the order.

liii’ order does nil become hnal until an flicial ecpl]lieate IS ‘sued by the

Assessment Appeals Comm iss ion- Iuicial certi IicaIc are normal Is issued Sc’ clii v-fly

75 days after the entr’ ofihe initial decision and order mo party has appealed.

3



ENTIilthD this 10th day of Mmcli. 200&

_____

/ .7*

______

dARK J4nsk
ADIINISTRAT[E DGF
111IESSF.J:, DEPARTMIu1] OF STATE
A[MNISI R.IlI PROCEDURIIS DIVISIi

C: Ir. Joe Smith
le lorton Assessor of l’roperty


